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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

1. Applicant's election of Group I, claims 1-4 and 13-20, in the reply filed on 4/6/06 is 
acknowledged. Because applicant did not distinctly and specifically point out the supposed 
errors in the restriction requirement, the election has been treated as an election without traverse 
(MPEP§ 818.03(a)). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Clainis 2 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

4. Claims 2 and 15 require "the length of the rectangular aperture is between approximately 
three and nine". It is unclear what is required by between three and nine. It appears the length of 
the rectangular aperture is between approximately three and nine millimeters as disclosed on 
page 6, lines 12-14 of the specification, and it is recommended applicants amend the claims to 
require "between approximately three and nine millimeters" to overcome the rejection. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC§103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. AppKcant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the appUcability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

7. Claims 1,3,4, 13, 14, and 16-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Imanishi et al. (U.S. Patent 6,206,066) in view of Kudoh et al. (U.S. Patent 
4,656,048), Shinohara et al. (JP 57085250 and the abstract), and Sheppard et al. (U.S. Patent 
6,284,569). 

Imanishi et al. disclose a method of attaching a die to a substrate in the semiconductor art 
comprising providing a substrate having a die attach region, positioning a dispensing tool having 
a circular aperture adjacent the die attach region (e.g. the aperture 0. 1 mm from the die attach 
region), dispensing an adhesive (e.g. epoxy) through the aperture and onto the respective die 
attach region in multiple passes of the aperture over the die attach region to form a rectangular 
adhesive region approximately equal to the size of the die, and attaching the die to the die attach 
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region (Figures 1 and 2 and Column 5, lines 43-57 and Column 6, lines 59-64 and Column 7, 
lines 66-67 and Column 8, lines 1-4 and Column 9, lines 12-14). Imanishi et al. do not disclose 
using an aperture having a length greater than a width, e.g. rectangular. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use as the 
aperture of the dispensing tool taught by Imanishi et al. a rectangular aperture as opposed to a 
circular aperture as was well known in the art as shown for example by both Kudoh et al. and 
Shinohara et al. as a rectangular aperture applies the adhesive with a uniform thickness and the 
rectangular aperture having a length equal to the formed adhesive region allows the adhesive to 
be applied in a single pass. 

Kudoh et al. disclose a steel dispensing tool including an aperture for applying paste in 
the semiconductor art wherein the aperture is rectangular (e.g. having a width of 0.03 to 0.3 mm) 
as opposed to circular such that the paste is applied with a uniform thickness (Column 1, lines 
10-14 and 43-46 and Column 3, lines 23-55). Shinohara et al. disclose a dispensing tool 
including a rectangular aperture for applying adhesive in the semiconductor art wherein the 
rectangular aperture allows the adhesive to be appHed in a single pass of the aperture 
perpendicular to the length of the aperture (Figure 3 and the abstract). 

Regarding claims 1, 13, and 18, Imanishi et al, do not specifically teach the substrate is 
formed of polyimide having a plurality of die attach regions, it being noted Imanishi et al. are not 
limited to any particular substrate and suggest as exemplary a circuit board. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use as the 
substrate in Imanishi et al. as modified by Kudoh et al. and Shinohara et al. those well known 
and conventional in the die attaching art including polyimide packages having a plurality of die 
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attach regions, circuit boards having a plurality of die attach regions, etc. as shown for exanrq)le 
by Sheppard et al. depending upon the particular die attached product produced. 

Sheppard et al. are exemplary in the semiconductor art of conventional die attaching 
wherein dies are attached to substrates such as polyimide tapes including a plurality of die attach 
regions, circuit boards having a plurality of die attach regions, etc. (Column 2, lines 23-26 and 
Column 4, hnes 16-19). 

Regarding claims 3, Imanishi et al. do not specifically teach the aperture has a width of 
0. 10 mm. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to experimentally determine the width of the apertxire in Imanishi et al. as modified by 
Kudoh et al., Shinohara et al., and Sheppard et al. as a function of the ability of the aperture to 
properly dispense the adhesive with a constant thickness it being noted Kudoh et al. specifically 
suggest a width within the range of 0.03 mm to 0.3 mm. 

Regarding claim 20, Imanishi et al. do not specifically teach the dispensing tool is formed 
of steel. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to use as the dispensing tool in Imanishi et al. as modified by Kudoh et al., Shinohara 
et al., and Sheppard et al. those formed of well known and conventional materials in the art such 
as steel shown for example by Kudoh et al. as only the expected results would be achieved. 
8. Claims 2 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Imanishi 
et al., Kudoh et al., Shinohara et al., and Sheppard et al. as appUed to claims 1, 3, 4, 13, 14, and 
16-20 above, and further in view of Sakumoto et al. (U.S. Patent 5,032,438). 

Imanishi et al., Kudoh et al., Shinohara et al., and Sheppard et al. as applied above teach 
all of the limitations in claims 2 and 15 except for a specific teaching that the length of the 
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aperture is between 3 and 9 mm. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to experimentally determine the length of the aperture in 
Imanishi et al. as modified by Kudoh et al., Shinohara et al., and Sheppard et al. as a function of 
the dimensions of die to be attached as doing so would have required nothing more than ordinary 
skill and routine experimentation, it being noted Sakumoto et al. disclose usual dies sizes are 1 to 
8 mm (Column 2, lines 5-8). 



Double Patenting 

9. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees, A nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting rejection 
is appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but at least one examined 
appHcation claim is not patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined 
appUcation claim is either anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference 
claim(s). See, e.g.. In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re 
Goodman, 1 1 R3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re LongU 759 F.2d 887, 225 
USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Omum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re 
VogeU All F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1. 321(c) or 1.321(d) may 
be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting 
ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to be commonly owned 
with this appHcation, or claims an invention made as a result of activities undertaken within the 
scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 CFR 
3.73(b), 

10. Claims 1, 3, 4, 13, 14, and 16-20 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 13 of copending 
Application No. 10/851,552 in view of Kudoh et al., Shinohara et al., and Sheppard et al. Claim 
13 of copending Application No. 10/851,552 folly encon5)asses and discloses all the limitations 
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of claims 1, 3, 4, 13, 14, and 16-20 of the instant Application except for the limitation that the 
adhesive is provided by dispensing from a rectangular aperture onto a substrate having a plurality 
of die attach regions which was known and obvious in view of Kudoh et al., Shinohara et al., and 
Sheppard et al. as discussed above. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 

1 1. Claims 2 and 15 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 13 of copending Application No. 
10/851,552, Kudoh et al., Shinohara et al., and Sheppard et al. as apphed to claims 1, 3, 4, 13, 
14, and 16-20 above, and further in view of Sakumoto et al. Claim 13 of copending Application 
No. 10/851,552 as modified by Kudoh et al., Shinohara et al., and Sheppard et al. fully 
encompass and disclose all the limitations of claims 2 and 15 of the instant Application except 
for the limitation that that the length of the aperture is between 3 and 9 mm which was known 
and obvious in view of Sakumoto et al. as discussed above. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection. 

12. Claims 1-4 and 13-20 are directed to an invention not patentably distinct from claim 13 
of commonly assigned copending Application No. 10/851,552. Specifically, see the double 
patenting rejections above. 

13. The U.S. Patent and Trademark Office normally will not institute an interference between 
applications or a patent and an appUcation of common ownership (see MPEP Chapter 2300). 
Commonly assigned copending Application No. 10/851,552, discussed above, would form the 
basis for a rejection of the noted claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) if the commonly assigned case 
qualifies as prior art under 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) and the conflicting inventions were not 
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commonly owned at the time the invention in this application was made. In order for the 
examiner to resolve this issue, the assignee can, under 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and 37 CFR 1.78(c), 
either show that the conflicting inventions were commonly owned at the time the invention in 
this application was made, or name the prior inventor of the conflicting subject matter. 

A showing that the inventions were commonly owned at the time the invention in this 
appUcation was made will preclude a rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) based upon the commonly 
assigned case as a reference under 35 U.S.C. 102(f) or (g), or 35 U.S.C. 102(e) for appUcations 
pending on or after December 10, 2004. 
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Conclusion 



14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to John L. Goff whose telephone number is (571) 272-1216. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F (7: 15 AM - 3:45 PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino can be reached on (571) 272-1226. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




John L. Goff 



